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Commissioner for Patents 
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Sir: 



Appellants hereby submit an original and two copies of this Reply Brief in response to 
the Examiner's Answer dated November 4, 2005. The deadline for filing this Reply is January 4, 
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be due the Commissioner is authorized to withdraw the appropriate fees from Fulbright & 
Jaworski Deposit Account No. 50-0337/6658-109/10313085. 
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1. This Reply Brief is in response to the Examiner's Answer mailed November 4, 

2005. 

2. In paragraph 6 of Examiner's Answer, Examiner states that the issue regarding 
the Amendment filed 1 1/1 1/04 adding Figures 3 and 4 and the accompanying description being 
new matter is petitionable subject matter and not appealable subject matter. Appellant 
respectfully submits that where the alleged new matter affects the claims necessitating their 
rejection on this ground the question becomes an appealable one and should not be considered on 
Petition even though the alleged new matter has been introduced into the specification. 
Examiner rejected the claims for failure to disclose all elements therein in response to which the 
alleged new matter was submitted. Such rejection affects the patentability of the claims. Thus, 
Appellant respectfully submits that Examiner's Summary Dismissal of this issue is improper. 

3. In paragraph 9 of Examiner's answer, the Examiner states on page 3 that 
"although Cohen does not specifically disclose armored combat vehicle chassis having a 
plurality of openings, Middione, et al. does." This statement is the basic premise upon which the 
Examiner in his answer is basing his entire position in the Answer and this premise is simply 
incorrect. 

4. Appellant's claims are all directed to "an armored combat vehicle chassis having 
a plurality of openings."(emphasis added) A chassis is defined as "the underpart of an 
automobile, consisting of the frame with the wheels and machinery." Applying that definition to 
Appellant's invention, the chassis is the underpart of the armored combat vehicle consisting of 
the frame with the wheels and machinery. It is this underpart (the chassis) which defines the 
plurality of openings and to which the plurality of composite armored plates are attached. 
Examiner in referring to the teachings of Middione, et al., it is respectfully submitted, is 
substituting the armored vehicle hull of Middione for the chassis as specifically claimed by 
Appellant. For example, on page 5 of the Examiner's answer it is stated "The reliance on the 
Middione, et al. reference is for an armored combat vehicle chassis having a plurality of 
openings, it is the armor disclosed by Cohen that is combined with the armored combat vehicle 
chassis having opening as taught by Middione, et al. It is noted that armored combat vehicles 
have openings other than screw hole openings, it is ANY opening of the vehicle, including 
windows, port holes, doors, ammunition chutes etc., that could be covered by the armored plate 
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disclosed by Cohen." Middione, et al., does not disclose a vehicle chassis. Appellant 
respectfully submits that windows, portholes, doors and the like are mounted on structure added 
to the chassis and not on the chassis itself. Thus, Middione et al. does not teach a chassis having 
a plurality of openings, as urged by Examiner, and instead, teaches a vehicle upon which the 
structural armor has been mounted. Middione et al. does not teach any openings in anything. 
Examiner's statement, as above quoted, that Middione et al. teaches an armored combat vehicle 
chassis having a plurality of openings is absolutely incorrect. Middione, et al. does not teach the 
vehicle chassis having the plurality of openings as is claimed by Appellant, but rather teaches the 
armored combat vehicle with the structural armor in place. Appellant respectfully submits that 
Examiner is focusing on the plate component of the claimed system and has failed to give due 
cognizance to the feature that the system includes an armored combat vehicle chassis having a 
plurality of openings which chassis openings are covered by the plates of the present invention 
thereby eliminating the need to mount initial heavy structural armor on the chassis but rather 
providing a lightweight chassis that can be easily moved from spot to spot and when such is 
needed the armor plates may be attached for protection of the vehicle and its occupants. 

5. Appellant also respectfully submits that the only openings which the vehicle of 
Middione et al. discloses in figures 2, 4 and 5 and the accompanying written material are the 
blind tapped screw holes specifically referred to by Examiner in the final Office Action and that 
such screw holes do not conform to the general teaching of Appellant's disclosure. The only 
manner in which the additional openings referred to by Examiner in his answer can be found are 
by referring to Appellant's disclosure which is improper. Neither Middione et al. nor any of the 
additional references discloses the armored combat vehicle chassis having a plurality of openings 
therein as is specifically claimed in the claims under consideration. 

6. Appellant respectfully submits that there is no suggestion/motivation contained or 
hinted at in Cohen, Middione, et al., Ferguson or Slater taken separately or together of the 
structure as defined by Appellant's claims on appeal herein. 
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7. Appellant again respectfully submits that claims 1 through 14 define patentable 
subject matter and respectfully request that this honorable Board reverse the Examiner's final 
rejection of lines 1 through 14. 



555 South Flower Street 
Forty-First Floor 
Los Angeles, California 900716 
Telephone: (213) 892-9310 
Facsimile: (213) 892-9494 

Date: January 4, 2006 



FULBRIGHT & JAWORSKI L.L.P 
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